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Christopher Israel Saunders has a prior sex offense

CP 121-22; 05/11/11 RP 193) On December 30, 2009, he
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was arrested and booked into the Pierce County Jail on May 6,
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as a sex offender (RCW 9A.44.130).2 (Cp 1) On June 11, 2010,

2 The State filed an Amended Information on January 3, 201 which expanded
the dates that the alleged offense occurred. (CP 78)
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RIP 50-55; CP 81-94) The trial court found good cause for all of the

1111112illillilill

mom

1 1; fi'111 111111 1111 11 11111i ! 11 l 111 1111 111111 11111 1111111 I'll 11Ijj 1111111 11 11

0



a standard range sentence of 57 months followed by a term of

A. SAUNDERS'RIGHT TO A SPEEDY ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL

WERE VIOLATED AND His CASE SHOULD HAVE BEEN

DISMISSED

and trial to ensure that criminal defendants are granted a speedy

United States Constitution and Article 1, section 22 of the

It is the trial court's responsibility to ensure that trials are

A copy ofCrR 3.3 is attached in Appendix A, and a copy of State v. Huffrneve
is attached in Appendix B.
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B. TRIAL COUNSEL'S FAILURE TO OBJECT AT THE

ARRAIGNMENT HEARING TO SAUNDERS' UNTIMELY

ARRAIGNMENT WAS INEFFECTIVE AND PREJUDICIAL
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APPENDIX A
Superior Court Criminal Rule C.



Superior Court Criminal Rules, CrR 3.3

RULE 3.3 TIME FOR TRIAL

a) General Provisions.





1) Initial Setting w/ Trial Date. The court shall, within l5 days mfthe defendant's actual
arraignment in superior court or at the omnibus hearing, *cr a date for trial w1)krh is within the
time limits bm this rule and notify counsel Dor each party uFthe date set. lFudefendant
ia not represented b« counsel, the notice shall bc given to the defendant and may bc mailed 1othe
dcfeoduor'mlumtknovvnaddcomm. - TbeootiuomhaUmetfodhtbe proper date ofthe defendant's
arraignment and the date set for trial.

01 m' Trial Date. When the court determines that the trial date should bm reset for any
reason, including but not limited to the applicability of a new commencement date pursuant to
subsection (c)(2)oru period ofexclusion pursuant 10 section (c), the court shall set u new date
for trial vvbicb is within the time 6ouitm prescribed and notify each counsel or party of the date
act.



and the time during which a defendant is subjected to conditions of release not imposed b«u
court of the State ofWashington.

7) Juvenile Proceedings. /\Upr000edingmtnjuveni|000ud.

8) Unavoidable or Unnforeseen Circumstances. Unavoidable or unforeseen circumstances
affecting the time for trial beyond the control of the court ocm[ the parties. This exclusion also
applies to the cure period of section (g).

9) Disqualification ofJudge. A five-day period of time commencing with the disqualification of
the judge \m whom the case ia assigned for trial.

f) Continuances. Continuances or other delays may be granted as fbDovvm:

l) Written Agreement. Upon written agreement of the parties, which must be signed by the
defendant or all defendants, the court may continue the trial date to a specified du\c

2) Motion by the Court or a Party. On motion of the court or a party, the court may continue the
trial date \mo specified date when such continuance ia required indhcudmoiniatrudonmfjuobcc
and the defendant will not be prcjudiced in the presentation of his or her defense. The motion
must be made before the time for trial has expired. The court must state on the record or in
writing the reasons for the continuance. The bringing of such motion byoroo behalf of any party
waives that party's objection io the requested delay.

g) Cure Period. The court may continue the case beyond the limits specified bo section (b)oo
motion mf the court m«u party made within five days after the time for trial has expired. Such
continuance may bc granted only once in the case upon u finding mm the record mrio writing that
the defendant will not be substantially prejudiced in the pccmmndudimo of his mr her defense. The
period of delay shall he for uo more than l4 days for adefendant detained iu jail, or28 days for u
defendant not detained in 'oil, from the date that the continuance is granted. The court may direct
the pudicm to remain in at±coduouc or be mo-om|l for trial assignment during the cure period.



APPENDIX B
State v. Huffmever, 145 Wn.2d 52, 32 P.3d 996 (2001)
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Supreme Court of Washington
En Banc.

STATE nf Washington, Petitioner,
V.

Chad T. HUFFMEYER, Respondent.

No. 70194-6.

Argued Jan. V
Decided Oct. 18, 2001.

Page

Defendant w was in custody in another county was charged with possessing stolen firearms. T Superior
Court, Kitauy County, &8. KuclynuQu6o|y,l, dismissed charges aga defendant oo speedy-trial grounds. Stat
appealed. The Court ofAppeals, 102 Waab.A»p. 121, 5 P.3d 1289, affirmed. State appealed. The Supreme Court,
Bridge, J. held tha (l) time between guilty plea and sentencing in other county could not be deducted from speedy-
trial period on firearms charge, and (2) state did not exercise good faith and due diligence in bringing defendant on

996 Kkuup County Pros. Atty. Randall Sutton, Fort Orchard, for Petitioner

54 MelissaA.Heozstrect, Port Orchard for Respondent.

997 Pamela B. Loginsky AsabPros. Arty., Olympia, amicum curiae oobehalf of Washington Ass'uof
Prosecuting Attorney.

BRIDGE J.

The trial court dismissed criminal charges against ChadT.Qnffiooycr because the State had failed m bring him
to trial within 104 Juyo of the information as required by CcQ3.3k1(l) and State u Striker, 87 Wuob.2J 870, 557
92d 847 (1976). We are asked to dotor000u whotherCd& 3.3(@)(2)' m uxo|osi*o from speedy trial calculation of the
period during trial on another matter includes the period between a guilty plea and sentencing. Wc hold that kdoes
not. We are also asked to do»cooioo whether the State exercised good faith and due diligence in uVoogptiog *55 to
promptly bring 8uf0ooyor before the court. VVc hold that the State did not.

FACTS

On September 17, 1997 the State filed ooinformation in King County charging HufDneycr with one count of
first dcQmc robbery. The King County Superior [bnu iuuucJ u warrant and upon compktiou of twm+mmuth
sentence in Whatcom Coun Huffmeyer was transported to King County. On November 5, t997, the King County
Superior Court arraigned Huffmeyer on the King County charges and, for the duration of that case, he was held in
the King Com4yjuil.

On December 5.|997, the State filed an information in the action missue in Kitsap County, charging
HuffueyerwithpmooeysinoofoykleoDrurm- Outhodoythe Kkyap County Superior Court issued n warrant for
Huffueye/a arrest. The wu000\ was returned to the court on December Q with u notation that Huffueyur was in
custody in the King County jail. The State did not take any odJdioou1 steps to bring Hoffiueyer to odu| in KlWup
County ut that time.

h the King County action, Fluffnieyer pleaded guilty man amended information charging one count of second
degree robbery oo April27August l4,lVQD King County court sentenced Hufbmeycrto|2months iu
the King County jail with credit for time served. Au the conclusion o[ his sentencing, Un{fiucyez was transported m
Qi[mup County ou the warrant issued there.
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On August 26l998 after the King County guilty plea, 8uffi arraigned in the Kitsap County
xo6ou. The trial court granted 8nfDoeycr'x om6no to cUmoimm the charges with prejudice no speedy trial gznnodx
6eounme he had not been brought before the court within the 104-duy speedy trial limit under CcD 3.3(c)(1) and
Striker, 87 \fxy6.26 870, 557 P.26 847. The court also found that the State had not acted with good faith and due
dUiQcooc to bring 8u[6mcyer *56 to trial because although the return of the warrant had informed the 8kuc of
Huffmeyer's location, no timely action had been taken to bring him to trial in Kitsap County.

The Court of Appeals affirmed the trial court's dismissal of the Kitsap County charge. State nHqffmeyer,]0
Waeb.App.l2],5P.3d]289(20UO). The court first determined, by remanding the question |o the trial court, that the
earliest Huffineyer would have learned of the Kitsap County charges against him would have been on August 17
l998 just before bu was transported tn&itaap County. floffireyer lO2Wumb.App.u/|23,59.3dl2O9.TheCourt of
Appeals concluded that the exclusionary period under Cdl 3.3(g)(2) ended when the guilty plea was entered. /d at
125 5 9.3d 1209. In addition, since 8uO6ocycr had not been promptly notified of the &imap Cwou|y cburgco by
doing nothing to bring Hothmcyertw |du| during the 121-duy delay between the &bug County guilty plea and
auueuciug the |Idaap Cwmu|y prosecutor had not shown good faith and due diligence as required by this court's
holding in GXdkec k/; Striker, 87 VVusb2d at 070, 557 y2d 047. The Court of Appeals affirmed the trial court's
dismissal nf the charge against Buffmoycroo speedy trial grounds.

ANALYSIS

Washington's CdR3.3k1 governs the time for arraignment and trial m ensure that criminal defendants are
granted a speedy trial. If a defendant is detained in jail or **998 subject to conditions of release, he or she must be
arraigned within l4 days after the date that the indictment mrinformation is filed in superior court. CcR3.3(o)(l). If
the defendant is not released from jail pending trial, he or she must be brought to trial no later than 60 days after
arraignment. Id. If the defendant is not detained in jail or subject to conditions for release, then the defendant must
be arraigned no later than 14 days after the first appearance in superior court following the filing of the information
or indictment. 6l If the du6:udom roruuius free from jail, he or she must be brought to trial within 90 days of
acudgumcut.*57k/ When opero*u im being held in custody in another county *u an omr|atcd charge, he or she is
not "detained bu jail wothe current charge" for the purposes *[CrR]](c)(l). l/vffine7ar, 102 \Yuob.Apy. at 123. 5
9.3d 1209 (citing State v. Thompson, 57 Wusb.Apy. 608 690. 790 92d ]DU (1990), cff~dxub mom. State x
Greenwood, 120VVuab.2d505 (]VV3)); see also State xPacheco, 107Womb2d 59,65-66,726y2d
981 (1986). Therefore, the 90-day period between arraignment and trial applies in Huffineyer's Kitsap County case.

0R3.3 does not address any time requirements for initially bringing defendants who are not detained on the
current charge before the court. Greenwood, 120 \Vosh.2J at 589 045 P2d971. In Striker, this court filled that gap.
Striker, 87 Wush.2J at 877, 557 P2d 847. The prosecutor io Striker filed informations charging both dcfbodumn
with grand larceny and securities fraud, but the defendants were not promptly arraigned. Id. uuQ7l,557P2JQ47.
The trial court mejoc/cJ the defendants' nuod000 10 dismiss under the belief that the only applicable date for
calculating time for trial was the date of first appearance before the court. Id. This court disagreed, stating that the
intent and spirit of the criminal adcn required that if the defendant was amenable 1oprocess, he or she must be
brought to ndu] "within the time npcciDcJ ioCr8 3.3, after the information or indictment iaOlod.1̂d. at 877, 557
92d847.l[along period of delay has occurred between filing and bringing the defendant 10 court, "through uofault
or connivance o[ the ddeuduut'^ the gap ioCd&3.] must he filled hy the court. -1d.ou872.55792d847.

u Greenwood, this court clarified the Striker rul

W]here u long and unnecessary delay occurs in bringing n defendant who is amenable to process before the
court, CrR 3.3's 90-day trial period is deemed to commence at the time the information wasfiled, instead of when

Greenwood, 

the defendant finally appeared before the court to answer for the charge.

120 Wuyb2d at 591, 845 92d 971 ( emphasis added). Striker thus established a constructive
arraignment date 14 days after the information was filed where unnecessary delays have occurred. Id. at 599 845
92d 971. The defendant must bc brought on *58 trial 90 days after this constructive arraignment date, ooutotal of
104 days after the date the information was filed. Id.
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However, the Greenwood court also noted that Striker should not impose an undue burden on law enforcement.
Id. at 601, 845 P.2d 971. Only unnecessary delay triggers the Striker rule. Id. The Greenwood court held that the
Striker rule does not require the court to establish a constructive arraignment date in cases where the state acted with
good faith and due diligence in attempting to bring the defendant before the court. Id. Whether the state acted with
good faith or due diligence necessarily turns on the facts of each case. Id.

In calculating whether the number of days between the information and trial falls within the 104-day limit, the
trial court must also consider whether any days are excluded Linder CrR 3.3(g). Specifically, CrR 3.3(g)(2) deducts
from speedy trial calculation "[preliminary proceedings and trial on another charge." CrR 3.3(8)(2). However, this
court has never directly addressed whether the term "trial," as used in this exclusionary rule, includes the time
between a guilty plea and sentencing. 

FN'

FN 1. Although the parties in Greenwood agreed that Greenwood's tune for trial calculation "began on the
day the defendant pleaded guilty to the assault charge," this court has never specifically addressed the
issue. Greenwood, 120 Wash.2d at 609, 845 P.2d 971.

999 Therefore, we must decide here whether the 121 -day period between Huflmeyer's guilty plea and his
sentencing is excluded from the speedy trial calculation under CrR 3.3(8)(2). If the 121 days are not excluded, we
must determine whether the Kitsap County prosecutor acted with good faith and due diligence in attempting to bring
Huffineyer before the court.

Two hundred and sixty-four days elapsed from the filing of the Kitsap County information to the Kitsap County
arraignment. Those days that occurred before Huffrneyer's King County guilty plea are excluded from speedy trial
59 calculation of the Kitsap County action under CrR 3.3(g)(2). However, 121 days remained during almost all of
which Huffmeyer awaited sentencing in King County. If the time between the guilty plea and sentencing is not
excluded from the speedy trial calculation, then the 121 -day time between the guilty plea and the arraignment in
Kitsap County extends beyond CrR 3.3's 104-day speedy trial limit.

FN2. The Court of Appeals noted that there was a conflict in case law regarding whether a showing of good
faith and due diligence is required before the exclusion in CrR 3.3(8)(2) can be given effect. Huffnieyer,
102 Wash.App. at 125, 5 P.3d 1289. The Court of Appeals found it unnecessary to reach this question
because it concluded that CrR 3.3(g)(2)'sexclusionary period ends upon the guilty plea. Id.

The State relies on State v. Pizzuto, 55 Wash.App. 421, 778 P.2d 42 (1989), to support its proposition that the
term "trial" in CrR 3.3(g)(2) includes the time between a guilty plea and sentencing . FN3 In Pizzuto, the defendant
was apprehended in Montana and was held on arrest warrants from both Washington and Idaho. Id. at 423, 778 P.2d
42. Washington agreed to subordinate its extradition request to Idaho's but placed a hold on Pizzuto that would be
activated if the defendant were released from custody or found not guilty. Id. at 424-25, 778 P.2d 42. Pizzuto was
sentenced to death in Idaho. 1d. at 425, 778 P.2d 42. After sentencing, Washington officials inquired as to when
Pizzuto would be available for trial in Washington. 1d. Idaho officials replied that his presence was required there
until postuial motions were heard. Id. Washington kept in continued communication with Idaho officials until
Pizzuto was transferred to King County to face charges for crimes that occurred in Washington. 1d.

FN3. Pet. for Review at 9-10.

Pizzuto claimed that the state breached the speedy trial requirements by agreeing to allow Idaho to proceed with
its trial and by failing to bring him before a Washington court within speedy trial limits. Id. The state responded that
the delay was justified under CrR 33(g)(2). Id. at 425-26, 778 P.2d 42. Noting that no contrary authority existed,
Division One of the Court of Appeals interpreted "trial" as used in CrR 3.3(g)(2) to "encompass sentencing and
posttrial motions regardless of the order in which they occur." Id. at 427, 778 P.2d 42.

60 The Pizzuto court gave several reasons for interpreting the term "trial" to include sentencing and postuial
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motions. First, this interpretation would allow one jurisdiction to complete its prosecution before another jurisdiction
is required to begin, assuring that the defendant can be physically present for both criminal proceedings. Id. This
interpretation would also allow the second jurisdiction to await the results of the first trial and motions before
deciding how to proceed. Id. Moreover, the Pizzuto court recognized that an interpretation of the rule that requires a
defendant to be available to a second jurisdiction for trial on any day on which he is not physically in the courtroom
in the first jurisdiction would prove awkward and would impose an undue burden on the state to transport the
defendant between jurisdictions. Id. at 427-28, 778 P.2d 42. In Pizzuto's case, transporting the defendant to King
County to be arraigned during his sentencing in Idaho would have triggered Washington's 60-day speedy trial rule
and could have prejudiced the defendant's ability to defend himself in both proceedings. Id. at 428, 778 P.2d 42.

Although it managed to distinguish both cases, the Pizzuto court admitted that the holdings of State v. Alexus,
91 Wash.2d 492, **1000 496, 588 P.2d 1171 (1979) and Pacheco, 107 Wash.2d at 65, 726 P.2d 981, could "create
uncertainty" as to the validity of this interpretation of CrR 33(g)(2). Pizzuto, 55 Wash.App. at 428, 778 P.2d 42.
The Pacheco court followed the Alexus court's holding that "where a defendant is in jail awaiting sentencing on
another charge and is amenable to process, the State must prove that it acted with good faith and due diligence to
bring the defendant to trial after the filing of the information." Pacheco, 107 Wash.2d at 65, 726 P.2d 981 (emphasis
added) (citing Alexus, 91 Wash.2d at 496, 588 P.2d 1171). The Pizzuto court distinguished Alexus by reasoning that
the Alexus court did not specifically discuss the applicability of the CrR 3.3(8)(2) exclusion or the definition of the
term "trial"; instead it considered the "unavailability" of defendant under former CrR 3.3(f). Pizzuto, 55 Wash.App.
at 428, 778 P.2d 42. Consequently, the Pizzuto court reasoned that neither Alexus nor Pacheco precluded *61 its
interpretation of the term "trial" in CrR 33(g)(2). Id. at 428-29, 778 P.2d 42. The Pizzuto court concluded that the
entire period during which the Idaho proceedings were conducted, including the time for posttrial motions and
sentencing, was excluded fro calculation of the Washington speedy trial period. Id. at 430, 778 P.2d 42.

1 ] [2] We disagree with the Pizzuto court's interpretation of CrR 3.3(g)(2) and instead follow the Alexus court in
holding that where a defendant is in jail awaiting sentencing on one charge, the state must act with good faith and
due diligence to bring the defendant before the court on additional unrelated charges. We therefore interpret CrR
3.3(g)(2)'sexclusion of "[p]reliminary proceedings and trial" to end upon a guilty plea.

fluffineyer is correct in his assertion that the language and structure of the criminal rules themselves distinguish
sentencing" from "trial." For example, CrR 4 addresses "Procedures Prior to Trial," CrR 6 addresses "Procedures at
Trial," and CrR 7 addresses "Procedures Following Conviction," which includes rule 7.2 entitled "Sentencing."
Therefore, it is evident from the structure of the rules that they contemplate a distinction among pretrial, trial, and
sentencing procedures. According to this scheme, sentencing is not included in the definition of "trial." In addition,
the language of CrR 3.4(a) recognizes this distinction. The rule reads:

The defendant shall be present at the arraignment, at every stage of the trial including the empaneling of the jury
and the return of the verdict, and at the imposition of sentence, except as otherwise provided by these rules, or as
excused or excluded by the court for good cause shown.

CrR 3.4(a). By not including sentencing as an element within the term "trial," the language of this rule supports
the conclusion that the criminal rules contemplate that trial ends with the guilty plea or conviction.

The Pizzuto court raised concerns that such a limited interpretation of the CrR 3.3(g)(2) exclusion might unduly
62 burden the state to transport defendants between jurisdictions. Pizzuto, 55 Wash.App. at 427-28, 778 P.2d 42.
However, the result of our interpretation is not an absolute requirement that a defendant awaiting sentencing be
available for transport on every day that he or she is not in court for posttrial proceedings. The state can also exclude
days from the speedy trial calculation by showing that it acted with good faith and due diligence in attempting to
bring the defendant before the court.

Therefore, we hold that the term "trial" as used in CrR 3.3(g)(2) ends when the defendant enters a guilty plea.
The time between fluffineyer's plea and his sentencing cannot be excluded under this exception and the 121-day
delay between the filing of the information and the arraignment cannot be reduced. We must now consider whether
any days can be excluded under Striker where the state acted with good faith and due diligence to bring the
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Because the delay in bringing Huffineyer before the coon after his &ntikypleu exceeded the 104+day
limit under Striker, wr must determine i[ that delay can bc excused because it was necessary or because the *l̂00l
State acted with good faith and due diligence to bring the defendant, who was amenable to proceSS, before the
coon. See Greenwood, 120Wms6.2d at 591. 845 P.26971. This good faith and due diligence standard comnrcx that
defendant will 6e brought before the court in u timely manner [n answer charge, w6Uc also ockunvJcdQiog that
some periods of delay may be oonvoidu6lc.*63 Without such an cxocytinu, there would 6o no unacceptable burden
ou law enforcement, which could often lead to unjustified dismissals. Id. ot60l

BN4. As the Greenwood court stated it, the Striker rule applies only to defendants who are amenable to
process. Greenwood, 120Waeb2doi591 (,[9]berea long and unnecessary delay occurs in
bringing a defendant who io amenable to process before the court, CrR]]'sVU-doy trial period imdeemed
10 onozozcooe at the time the iu{bmoudnu was filed ...... ). ''Aozcoab|e to pnnccss" ouuum being liable or
subject tolaw. State v. Stewart, 130 u/omb2d 351, 361, 922 P2d 1356 (1996). Because Washington courts
have jurisdiction over in-state defendants, u defendant within the state im amenable om process. See State v.
Hudson, 79VYuy6.Ayp.I93130 VYuy62d48,92IY.2d538(1996).

6] By its own terms, due diligence requires the expenditure of at least uminimal arnount of effort to bring u
defendant before the court inutimely manner. This court has held that the state failed to exercise good faith and due
diligence where b made "absolutely uo effort" wlocate the defendant during the six months immediately following
the filing of the information. A6zus,VlWuob.2du(4g6,58QP.2dll7I. Similarly, in State x Peterson, 90Wua62d
423, 425 585 y2d 66 (1978)' the defendant pleaded guilty to ubcdora| obmgu and was 000fiuud in federal
penitentiary for ufull year before any action was taken on oborgcm filed against him io Suwb*miob Cwooty . During
that year, the state omdo no effort to locate or determine the availability of the du6:mdum. Id. at 426, 585 92d 66.
However, the Peterson o*uo noted that, in determining whether the state acted cuaswm6ly. the time necessary for
transporting the defendant and delays caused by the alternate jurisdiction are important factors to be considered. Id.
at 428, 585 P2d66 (quoting State x Duxo,t 19Wamb.App. 74 78-79, 573 P2d 829 (

7][8] Washington courts have consistently held that due diligence requires that the state do sornething to locate
the defendant and bring him or her to trial once proceedings in alternate jurisdictions are complete. Similarly, where
udofeoduot is being held oocharges io another county, due diligence requires the state to make efforts to bring the
defendant to trial mocm the cxz|uni000 ofCrR 3.3 no longer apply. In Hufbooyor'u case, when informed of his
mcu(ioo prmacoutmza should have at least inquired as to when he would be uvadu6|c for trial in Kbauy County.
Further, prosecutors should have contacted King County to inquire as to the progression of Huffrneyer's trial and his
availability after the guilty plea. lomcud they u||mwcd him to zcmubo in the BLiuQ County jail for 12 days boxbrc
bringing him to trial. This is not to say that speedy sentencing requirements or other concerns could never prevent a
defendant's *64 transfer 6cKno aenKoociuQ is complete. We agree that factors like the time necessary for transport
and delay caused by the alternate jurisdiction are relevant. However, due diligence requires the state to do something
1m ousuom that the defendant is brought boK»rc the court in u (iuc|y manner. We uQzcc with the Cmm~ of Appeals that
the Buue has " ' failed to put forth any argument that it acted in good faith and with due diligence' " to bring
8uDbueyero: oom1 after his guilty plea. HyyinaTur 102 YYasb.App. at 127. 5 9.3d 1209 (quoting Greenwood, 120
Wasb2dot609,045 P2d971).

Before issuing odecision, the Court of Appeals asked the trial court to determine whether Huffineyohad any
knowledge of the Kbsop County charges while he was mwuh6og oeotcocbzg in King County. The trial court
responded that the earliest HufDoeycr could have become aware of the Kitsop County charges against him was
August 17, 1098, just 6ofbrc his transfer. The Court of Appeals therefore implied that had the dmb:udno( been
informed that charges were 6|cd against him in Kitauy County, the due diligence requirement might have been
satisfied. VYc see uo need to decide to what extent u defendant might 6m responsible for dcmandiu& his own speedy
trial. The Striker court imposed a due diligence requirement on the state. The Kitsap County prosecutor allowed the
defendant to remain io the King ^+l8&2 County jail for 121 days without even inquiring uu(o his availability for
trial. Therefore, vvc hold that the Striker due diligence requirement was not satisfied iu this case.
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CONCLUSION

Washington's CrR 3.3 and the Striker rule combine to require the state to bring a defendant before the court
within 104 days of the filing of the information or indictment. Days can be deducted from this speedy trial
calculation if one of CrR 3.3(g)'s exclusionary rules applies or if the state acted with good faith and due diligence to
bring the defendant before the court. We hold that the term "trial on another charge" in CrR 3.3(g)(2)'sexclusion
does not include*65 the period between the guilty plea and sentencing. That period could not be deducted from
Huffineyer's speedy trial calculation. In addition, the State did nothing to bring Huffineyer before the court in Kitsap,
County during the 121 days between Hufftneyer's guilty plea and his arraignment in Kitsap County. The State did
not exercise due diligence in attempting to bring Hufftneyer before the court. Therefore, we affirm the Court of
Appeals' and the trial court's dismissal of the charges against Hufftneyer.

ALEXANDER, C.J., SMITH, JOHNSON, MADSEN, SANDERS, IRELAND, CHAMBERS, OWENS, JJ., concur.

Wash.,2001.

State v. Huffnicycr
145 Wash.2d 52, 32 P.3d 996
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